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This secrecy on millions of records, 

this trolling through millions of 
records is un-American. It is unconsti-
tutional. They have modified the Con-
stitution through statutory law. We 
have given up our rights. It should be 
two-thirds of this body voting to 
change the Constitution and three- 
fourths of the States. We did it by 50 
percent with one bill. The bill was hot 
when it came here. There was one copy 
of it. No one read it. 

I came from the tea party, and I said: 
We must read the bills. I propose that 
we wait 1 day for every 20 pages so we 
are ensured they are reading the bills. 
The PATRIOT Act was hundreds of 
pages long and nobody read it. Not one 
person read it because it wasn’t even 
hardly printed. There were penciled 
edits in the margin, and it was passed 
because we were afraid. 

But we can’t be so afraid that we give 
up our liberties. I think it is more im-
portant than that. I think it is a sad 
day today in America that we are 
afraid to debate this. The great con-
stitutional questions such as this, or 
great constitutional questions such as 
whether we can go to war with just the 
word of the President, these great con-
stitutional questions are not being de-
bated because we are so fearful of de-
bate. 

I urge the Senate to reconsider. I 
urge the Senate to consider debating 
the PATRIOT Act, to consider amend-
ments, and to consider the Constitu-
tion. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Under the previous order, 
the Senate will proceed to a period of 
morning business with debate only 
until 5 p.m., with the time equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
budget circumstance we confront as a 
nation is clear. We are on a completely 
unsustainable course. The occupant of 
the chair knows this well as a very val-
ued member of the Budget Committee. 
We are currently borrowing 40 cents of 
every dollar we spend. That, obviously, 
cannot continue. 

The other side has criticized those of 
us on our side for not going to a budget 
markup. The reason we have not is this 
is not a typical year in which the Re-
publicans put up a budget resolution in 
the body they control and we put up a 
budget resolution and we go to con-
ference committee to work out the dif-
ferences. Something very different is 
occurring this year. There is a leader-
ship negotiation with the highest lead-
ers of the Republican Party in the 
House and the Senate, the highest lead-
ers of the Democratic Party in the 
House and the Senate, meeting with 
the Vice President of the United 

States, on a plan to put in place a 10- 
year effort or perhaps a 5-year plan to 
deal with the deficits and debt. 

In fact, the Republican leader has 
made this observation: 

[T]he discussions that can lead to a result 
between now and August are the talks being 
led by Vice President Biden. . . . That’s a 
process that could lead to a result, a measur-
able result, in the short term. And in that 
meeting is the only Democrat who can sign 
a bill into law; in fact, the only American 
out of 307 million of us who can sign a bill 
into law. He is in those discussions. That 
will lead to a result. 

It makes no sense for us to go to a 
budget markup at this moment that 
would simply be a partisan markup 
when bipartisan efforts are underway. 

Last year, for 8 months, I partici-
pated in the President’s fiscal commis-
sion—10 Democrats, 8 Republicans. At 
the end of that emerged the only bipar-
tisan plan that has come from any-
where so far. Five Democrats supported 
it; five Republicans supported it; one 
Independent. Mr. President, 11 of the 18 
commissioners voted for that plan to 
get our deficits and debt under control. 
We have underway this new effort, a 
leadership effort, with the President 
represented at the table. We ought to 
give that a chance before we pass a 
budget resolution that may be required 
to implement any plan they can come 
up with. 

The hard reality of what we confront 
is simply this: This chart shows the 
spending and revenues of the United 
States going back to 1950—more than 
60 years of the revenue and expenditure 
history of the United States. The red 
line is the spending line. The green line 
is the revenue line. What jumps out at 
you is that spending as a share of our 
national income is the highest it has 
been in 60 years. On the other hand, 
revenue is the lowest it has been in 60 
years as a share of national income. So 
that is the reason we have record defi-
cits. 

I hear all the time the other side of 
the aisle: It is a spending problem. 
When you have a deficit, that is the re-
sult of the difference between revenue 
and spending. We have a spending prob-
lem, yes, indeed—the highest spending 
as a share of national income in 60 
years. We also have a revenue prob-
lem—the lowest revenue we have had 
as a share of national income in 60 
years. 

So now the House has sent us a plan, 
the Republican budget plan, and the 
first thing they do is cut the revenue 
some more. Revenue is the lowest it 
has been in 60 years, and the first thing 
they do to address the deficit is to cut 
the revenue some more. In fact, they 
cut, over the next 10 years, more than 
$4 trillion in revenue. For those who 
are the wealthiest among us, they give 
them an additional $1 trillion in tax re-
ductions. By extending the top rate 
cuts, by extending a $5 million estate 
tax exemption, by cutting the top rate 
down to 25 percent from the 35 percent 
it is today, they are giving massive 
new tax cuts to the wealthiest among 
us. 

Their average revenue during the 10 
years of their plan is 18.3 percent. You 
can see from this chart, the last five 
times the budget has been balanced, 
revenues have been around 20 percent: 
19.7 percent, 19.9 percent, 19.8 percent, 
20.6 percent, and 19.5 percent. The rev-
enue plan they have would have never 
balanced the budget in the last 30 
years. 

If we look at what has happened on 
the revenue side of the equation, here 
is what has happened to the effective 
tax rate for the 400 wealthiest tax-
payers in the United States. Since 1995, 
when the effective tax rate on the 
wealthiest 400 was about 30 percent, 
that effective rate declined to 16.6 per-
cent in 2007. 

Warren Buffett has said that his ex-
ecutive assistant pays a higher tax rate 
than he does. Well, how can that be? 
The reason that happens is because Mr. 
Buffett has most of his income from 
dividends and capital gains, taxed at a 
rate of 15 percent. His executive assist-
ant is probably taxed at a rate some-
where in the 20, 25-percent range. 

We have a circumstance in which we 
have the lowest revenue in 60 years, 
and the House Republicans have sent 
us a budget that says: Let’s cut it some 
more. Let’s cut it another $4 trillion, 
and let’s give $1 trillion of that to the 
wealthiest among us. 

If you look at what our friends are 
proposing, when we have the largest 
deficits since World War II, they are 
proposing to give those who earn over 
$1 million a year a tax cut, on average, 
in 2013, of almost $200,000. For those 
earning over $10 million, they would 
give them, on average, a tax cut of 
$1,450,000—this at a time when we have 
record deficits. What sense does this 
make? It makes no sense. 

What are they doing to offset these 
massive new tax cuts for the wealthiest 
among us? They have decided the an-
swer is to shred the social safety net 
that has been created in this country 
over the last 60 years. They have de-
cided to shred Medicare—shred it. They 
have decided to shred program after 
program so they can give more tax cuts 
to those who are the wealthiest among 
us. 

Here is what a top former President 
Reagan adviser said when he looked at 
the House budget proposal. Remember, 
this is not a Democrat. This is a top 
former Reagan economic adviser. This 
is what he said. His name is Bruce 
Bartlett. He said in his blog about the 
proposal from the House Republicans 
on the budget: 

Distributionally, the Ryan plan is a mon-
strosity. The rich would receive huge tax 
cuts while the social safety net would be 
shredded to pay for them. Even as an open-
ing bid to begin budget negotiations with the 
Democrats, the Ryan plan cannot be taken 
seriously. It is less of a wish list than a fairy 
tale utterly disconnected from the real 
world, backed up by make-believe numbers 
and unreasonable assumptions. Ryan’s plan 
isn’t even an act of courage; it’s just pan-
dering to the Tea Party. A real act of cour-
age would have been for him to admit, as all 
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